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AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
2013

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 21, 2012. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

WITNESSES
CATHERINE E. WOTEKI, UNDER SECRETARY FOR RESEARCH, EDU-

CATION, AND ECONOMICS, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
EDWARD KNIPLING, ADMINISTRATOR, AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 

SERVICE
CHAVONDA JACOBS-YOUNG, ACTING DIRECTOR, NATIONAL INSTI-

TUTE OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 
MARY BOHMAN, ADMINISTRATOR, ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE 
CYNTHIA CLARK, ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STA-

TISTICS SERVICE 
MICHAEL YOUNG, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Mr. KINGSTON. The committee will come to order. 
And I welcome our distinguished panel today: Dr. Catherine 

Woteki, Under Secretary for Research, Education, and Economics 
and Chief Scientist for the U.S. Department of Agriculture. We are 
glad to have you here again. And Dr. Cynthia Clark, Administrator 
for the National Agricultural Statistics Service; Dr. Mary Bohman, 
Administrator of the Economic Research Service; Dr. Chavonda Ja-
cobs-Young, Acting Director of the National Institute of Food and 
Agricultural; Dr. Ed Knipling, Administrator of the Agricultural 
Research Service; and Mr. Mike Young, USDA’s budget director. 

And, Dr. Jacobs-Young, I know I was a little confused on the 
comings and goings, but I want to thank you for your service as 
acting director of the National Institute of Food and Agriculture. 
And we look forward to working with Dr. Ramaswamy as the ap-
pointed director. We will look forward to continuing working with 
you, as well, in whatever hats you wear along the line. 

USDA is proposing a slight overall increase for its research pro-
grams for fiscal year 2013. Within the proposal are significant in-
creases for the Agricultural Census and the Agriculture and Food 
Research Initiative, as well as many decreases, such as for certain 
programs at the Agricultural Research Service. 

And today we look forward to your testimony. Our committee op-
erates on a 5-minute rule. You will get a red light on. And, depend-
ing on the flow of the committee, we can be a little bit relaxed on 
that, but, generally speaking, when it hits red, if you could wrap 
up your comments and we will wrap up our questions. 
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Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I just have been sitting on this committee for a number of years, 

and I am very honored that, in light of Women’s History Month, 
this is the first time we have had a panel where the women are 
in the majority—the smartest women we have had here, they are 
all doctors, Ph.D’s. In fact, Mr. Young is the only one here that— 
we are going to give you an honorary doctorate for just patience. 

But what a tribute to our country and to our leadership in 
science research that you all have chosen a public service career, 
and I appreciate that. I appreciate you coming here. 

I think that, representing California—well, representing one dis-
trict, but essentially born and raised in California and being the 
number-one ag state and producing more crops than some—I think 
we produce 40 or 50 crops that no other State produces. And what 
we have learned in California on all economic matters is that the 
way we stay ahead of the curve is brain trusts. It is about research. 
It is about—if we can keep, essentially, the term ‘‘seed corn’’ in our 
camp, people will duplicate us around the world. They may manu-
facture things around the world, they may compete with us, but 
the only way we can stay ahead of the curve and stay really eco-
nomically a giant in the world is to be smarter than the rest of the 
world.

And agriculture is something that is not going away. It is not 
something you just—you know, it is not—you don’t get a new 
model. So we have to be—in our issues and debates here about 
bringing down the cost of health care, we have to make that invest-
ment in the first instance, which I always tell my farmers. They 
are really the first responders to health care in the United States. 
Because we know we have to get people eating healthy. We know 
the food that we serve them has to be safe and healthy. And I 
think that it all comes down to research, education, and economics, 
which is what this department is all about. 

So it is exciting to hear from you. I have some questions about 
some specific things, but I will wait until my turn for that. I just 
want to congratulate you again for public service and for being a 
smart seed corn for the United States. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Dr. Woteki. 

OPENING STATEMENT

Dr. WOTEKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, Mr. Farr. 
My colleagues and I are really pleased to be appearing before you 
today to discuss the President’s 2013 budget request for the re-
search, education, and economics mission area agencies. My col-
leagues have submitted written testimony for the record, and I 
would like to submit my written testimony for the record and sum-
marize it here. 

This is USDA’s 150th anniversary year, and I have been reflect-
ing a lot on how much USDA’s origins lie in its scientific mission; 
‘‘to acquire and to diffuse among the people of the United States 
useful information on subjects connected with agriculture in the 
most general and comprehensive sense of that word, and to pro-
cure, propagate, and distribute among the people new and valuable 
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seeds and plants.’’ The act creating the Department also called for 
acquiring and preserving information by practical and scientific ex-
periments, the collection of statistics, and the creation of the Na-
tional Agricultural Library. 

The same year that USDA was founded, the Morrill Act was 
signed into law, creating the land-grant university system that 
today continues to serve as one of our signature accomplishments. 
Today we take great pride in our heritage and in all we have 
achieved in partnership with the land-grant universities in edu-
cation and in research. 

Now, in 2012, we face the prospect of needing to double our agri-
cultural production globally on about the same amount of arable 
land we have in production today, and to do that in the next gen-
eration, approximately 38 years. By mid-century, 2050, the United 
Nations projects the global population will surpass 9 billion people. 
And to meet their needs, we will have to pursue a strategy of sus-
tainable intensification for agriculture to not only feed our popu-
lation but also to keep our exports strong and to sustain our nat-
ural resources. The only way we are going to achieve those goals 
is to invest in science, because that is where the answers to all of 
these fundamental questions and our survival can be found. 

The importance of the public investment in agricultural research 
is noteworthy. Each dollar that is spent on agricultural research re-
turns about $20 worth of benefits to the economy. It is this under-
standing and a sign of how important research is to the President, 
as well as to the Department, that the agencies in this mission 
area are benefiting from a modest proposed increase even within 
an overall net decrease to the Department’s budget. 

REE ACTION PLAN

Most of the new work proposed in the 2013 President’s Budget 
on these emerging and higher-priority topics derives from a signifi-
cant cooperative planning project that was undertaken by all four 
of the agencies in the mission area. Just last month, February 
2012, we released the REE Action Plan, a plan for USDA science 
and education, written by the program leaders in all four of these 
agencies after extensive consultation with many customers and 
stakeholders.

I would like to submit for the record some illustrative accom-
plishments that we have achieved already against that action plan. 

[The information follows:] 
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OPENING STATEMENT

Dr. WOTEKI. Looking forward, yet being realistic about our eco-
nomic climate, we must now simultaneously streamline and en-
hance our research, education, and extension capabilities while 
using our resources intelligently and efficiently. 

We are having to make a lot of tradeoffs in the budget that we 
are proposing. For example, the Agricultural Research Service pro-
poses to reallocate over $50 million in current program funding in 
order to expand research initiatives in high-priority crop and live-
stock protection, food safety, human nutrition, and sustainable ag-
riculture. And the National Agricultural Statistics Service has 
begun discussions around a multiyear restructuring and mod-
ernization of its processes to maximize its effectiveness and to im-
prove the quality of the data that it produces. 

These are times when we have to focus on our core priorities and 
to build upon them. And under Secretary Vilsack’s strong leader-
ship, we are continuing to identify other efficiencies that we can 
achieve. We have reduced travel by 20 percent. We have moved to 
making the administrative processes of REE leaner and more effi-
cient. We provided retirement options across the four agencies and 
have greatly reduced hiring. 

The 2013 budget that we have put forward represents the agen-
cies’ cooperative and collaborative response to critical challenges 
that are facing agriculture. And the details of the agencies’ re-
quests are in their written testimony that we have already sub-
mitted for the record. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Farr, we want to thank you again for your 
time and for the opportunity to appear before you today. And my 
colleagues and I would be pleased to answer any questions you 
might have. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, thank you very much, Dr. Woteki. 
[The information follows:] 



18



19



20



21



22



23



24



25



26



27



28



29



30



31



32



33



34



35



36



37



38



39



40



41



42



43



44



45



46



47



48



49



50



51



52



53



54



55



56



57



58



59



60



61



62



63



64



65



66



67



68

GENOMICS AND GENETICS

Mr. KINGSTON. It is great to be with you, and we certainly appre-
ciate USDA’s leadership on reorganization and the fact that you 
are reducing your travel budget and looking at offices and looking 
at missions. And I think that this is something that our town is 
going to have more and more of. 

This morning I was with a number of people in the defense in-
dustry saying that, you know, there is no way you can cut the 
budget without cutting the budget. And everybody believes that, 
oh, it is not us, not our department. But I think that USDA has 
taken a great leadership role, and we certainly appreciate it. 

In your department, which you have a lot of support of on this 
committee, we are very excited about the science, and I feel like 
there is so much motivation at this point to capitalize on all the 
technologies, on all the knowledge that is out there. And one of the 
things that I wanted to ask you about: As we attack the problems 
of pests and invasive species and less water and less land, you 
know, what is the promise of genetically modified products and the 
genomics that you are doing? 

And if you could tell me what the difference is in terms of 
maybe—your testimony talked about genomics and genetics, and if 
you could just give me the layman’s term, the distinction. 

Dr. WOTEKI. Certainly, Mr. Chairman. 
We also are very excited about the science. We have tools that 

we have never had before, including genetics and genomics. And we 
also have access to instrumentation that we have never had before 
that allows us to work at the molecular level, as well as satellite 
technology that is informing a lot of our programs in the survey 
area as well as in understanding at the landscape level the inter-
relationships of agriculture and natural systems. So it is a really 
exciting time in the sciences. 

I agree with you that with the prospect of having to increase ag-
ricultural production in the range of 70 to 100 percent over this 
next generation that we have to be using all of the tools in our 
science toolbox in order to increase agricultural production and to 
do it in a way that is going to be long-term sustainable and that 
will actually have to face up to the reality of limited water avail-
able for agriculture. 

The research that is undertaken in our intramural programs in 
the Agricultural Research Service or that are supported at univer-
sities through the NIFA programs are taking advantage of the 
breakthroughs in molecular biology and genetics and genomics. 

The Agricultural Research Service plays a very important role in 
that by maintaining collections of germplasm, seeds and other ma-
terial that can be propagated. Inside existing plants, from here in 
the U.S., as well as from around the world, are genes that will be 
able to convey resistance to pests. They will have quality traits 
that are desirable to breed into or to genetically engineer into 
crops. They have the promise of being able to inform our programs 
that are going to be developing drought-resistant crops, as well. 

So disease, pest resistance, drought, as well as resilience under 
flooding conditions, and quality attributes are all of the aspects of 
our genetics and genomics program that we are looking to identify. 
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Having identified them then, you can use the new genetic infor-
mation for two purposes. You can use that information in classical 
breeding to produce crops using the traditional types of cross-
breeding and hybridization, but it is just better informed by know-
ing where those traits are. And so that is one technique. And the 
second technique we prefer to call genetic engineering, because it 
is informed by the information gained about where the desirable 
genes are. And then, using new techniques, you can insert those 
genes using an engineering approach into the specific crop or, in 
some cases, animals that you want to improve. 

That is the simple distinction between traditional, classical 
breeding that can be informed by this genetics and genomics funda-
mental information that is being developed out of our programs, 
and genetic engineering that is very purposefully taking genes that 
can be inserted into the same crop or they can be inserted across 
species lines, as has occurred in some crops, as well as in some of 
the animals that are being developed for food purposes for the fu-
ture.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, we will have more questions along that line. 
And I am out of time, so, Mr. Farr? 

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I would like to 
associate myself with the remarks on the importance of the science. 

I would hope that you might not answer this today but look into 
it for me. California is proposing an initiative. Essentially, the anti- 
GMO crowd has been able to successfully get an initiative on the 
ballot. It is a labeling initiative. And I would just like your assess-
ment of what that—have somebody take a look at the wording and 
give us an assessment of what that might do to the research that 
you are doing in California labs, both State and Federal labs. 

ARS LABORATORY CONSTRUCTION AND BUILDINGS REPORT

Speaking of labs, our committee asked for a—essentially to come 
up with an assessment and prioritization of lab construction and 
new buildings. When are we going to get that report? 

Dr. WOTEKI. We actually have that report in clearance currently. 
We are expecting that we should be able to deliver it to you in 
about the next 6 weeks. 

Mr. FARR. And in that process, does it work out a way where you 
can prioritize what you need to invest in, in which labs you need, 
or to expand or remodel or build anew? 

Dr. WOTEKI. Yes, it does, sir, along two dimensions. One dimen-
sion is related to the current status of the facility, the physical sta-
tus of the facility, and the second is by the priority of the programs 
that are being conducted within those facilities. So, in essence, it 
gives you a scoring for all of the laboratories based on those two 
criteria and then proposes over the next 5 years, by priority areas, 
which laboratories would be proposed for renovation or new con-
struction.

Mr. FARR. Oh, terrific. Because on those merits, the Salinas lab 
ought to be on top. I know in competitive we will win. So thank 
you for using that objective procedure. 

Also on that, I understand that in lab closures you estimated a 
cost of closing labs at $10 million to $12 million, yet there is noth-
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ing in the budget that shows where that money is coming from. 
Where will the funds for closure come from? 

PROPOSED LABORATORY CLOSURES

Dr. WOTEKI. Well, whenever the Agricultural Research Service 
closes a laboratory site, there are costs associated with the shutting 
down of the facility. Those are one-time costs, and they are spread 
out across all of the programs within the agency. 

[The information follows:] 
The President’s FY 2013 Budget for ARS proposes to close six ARS laboratories 

and reallocate the associated resources to other existing ARS laboratories to en-
hance priority research. The one-time cost to accommodate impacted personnel and 
the disposition of real property is estimated to range from $10–$12 million. To ob-
tain the necessary funds on a one-time basis, ARS would assess the funding of re-
maining research programs. 

Mr. FARR. So you rob from Peter to pay Paul. It would be inter-
esting, though, if you could show us where you are going to—be-
cause it is going to happen as you downsize a lot. So the committee 
would be interested in where that money might be coming from. 

INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT

I have a whole bunch of questions about Interregional Research 
Project #4 IR–4. The President’s budget—USDA’s National Insti-
tute of Food and Ag—contains a proposal that greatly concerns the 
specialty crop growers, and that is most of California agriculture. 
The proposal would consolidate several existing programs—five 
IPM programs and the current IR–4 program—into a new program 
called Crop Protection. 

Although USDA’s explanatory notes put a great deal of emphasis 
on the IPM programs, they are not even mentioning the IR–4 mis-
sion, which is facilitating the registration of safe and effective 
chemical and biological pesticides for specialty crop and minor 
uses. I am concerned about this collaboration or combination be-
cause my district is the largest specialty crop production district in 
the entire United States. In fact, Mr. Chairman, I was finding out 
the other day that if just my county of Monterey, if you compared 
it to the rest of the States, would rank 26th in the Nation, right 
behind New York and ahead of Arizona—just one county in Cali-
fornia.

My growers think that this proposal is going to lose the identity 
of the IR–4 mission and will be a death sentence for it. So I want 
to know how you intend to preserve the integrity of the established 
IR–4 program, its infrastructure and its scientific expertise? 

Dr. WOTEKI. Mr. Farr, we understand your concerns about the 
IR–4 program. A representative group was in to meet with me just 
in the last couple of weeks, and they expressed their concerns as 
well.

We recognize that it has been very important for facilitating the 
registration of chemicals that are used in specialty crops. And the 
proposal in the NIFA budget to consolidate several integrated pest- 
management projects and programs into one integrated program 
was undertaken under authority that was provided in the 2012 ap-
propriations and also for the purpose of—— 
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Mr. FARR. You didn’t answer my question, though. How are you 
going to preserve the integrity of the program? 

Dr. WOTEKI. I am getting there. 
Mr. FARR. Well, my time has expired. 
Mr. KINGSTON. The gentleman, without objection, has 2 more 

minutes.
Dr. WOTEKI. Thank you. 
So we are proposing that NIFA, for purposes of more efficient 

management of these programs, integrate them. So I wanted to 
turn to Dr. Jacobs-Young and ask her to provide details to you 
about how they would recognize the importance of IR–4 and main-
tain the importance of that program. 

Ms. JACOBS-YOUNG. Thank you. 
So we also recognize the importance of integrated pest manage-

ment, and you will agree that over the last 40 years NIFA and its 
predecessor agencies have really supported a revolutionary activity 
that we have seen in integrated pest management. And we have 
also seen growth in this area. However—— 

Mr. FARR. Just tell me how you are going to preserve it, not how 
much you love it. 

Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. So we love it, and we are going to enter into 
a consultative process which begins next Thursday in Memphis, 
Tennessee, where we will meet with the stakeholders from all of 
our integrated pest-management activities. And they will have an 
opportunity to work with the agency to build the new program, the 
new $29 million program. 

Mr. FARR. I don’t think that answers the question. The answer 
is, you don’t know yet. 

Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. Absolutely. We don’t want to be presumptive 
and build it as an agency. We want to build it with the input and 
collaboration of our stakeholders. 

Mr. FARR. Yeah, well, I will have some more questions next time 
around.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Well, if the gentleman will yield on that, because 

that is something that I think all of our Members are being asked 
about.

And one of the questions is that your proposal seems to be com-
ing before your meeting in Memphis, and it would appear that you 
would have already had the input from the stakeholders before you 
put it into the budget. 

Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. The consolidation that we have requested 
this year was also requested last year, in fiscal year 2012, and so 
it is not new. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay. 
Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. And we have been consulting with the land- 

grant university systems through the Association of Public and 
Land-grant Universities—APLU—and many of the Extension Com-
mittee on Organization and Policy—ECOP—and Experiment Sta-
tion Committee on Organization and Policy—ESCOP—groups that 
are affiliated with that group. And we have a formal endorsement 
from the land-grant system on this topic area. 

So we have been in consultation about the consolidation. But 
what we wanted to do is, we posed this question to the land-grand 
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system: If you had an opportunity to build a new IPM program, 
what would it look like? And that is what we are going for, to try 
to achieve this with these consultative processes. 

Mr. FARR. With all due respect—Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. KINGSTON. Yes. 
Mr. FARR [continuing]. You have created a decision to integrate 

it all without a plan. You don’t have any plan. You haven’t ex-
plained it in the explanatory notes. You just told us that you don’t 
have a plan; you are going to meet with people and ask them. I 
think it is premature to suggest that we are going to dismantle this 
program and create a new one before you even know what the new 
one is. 

Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. Well, we have the principles on which both 
the new plan and the new program will work, and that is to inte-
grate research, education, and extension and serve in the regu-
latory process as needed by our minor crop industries. 

So we do have the principles and the foundation. How that pro-
gram is implemented is what we would like to work with our stake-
holders to achieve. 

Mr. KINGSTON. You know, on the process—and I know we are 
over time, Mrs. Lummis, so we appreciate you—— 

Mrs. LUMMIS. That is okay. 
Mr. KINGSTON. I think that what we would like to do with you 

as much as possible, as we process our bill and mark it up, is to 
work out some language so that IR–4 doesn’t fall through the 
cracks in the eyes of the producer. Because I think the land grants 
might have a different view than the production people. And we 
are getting a lot of feedback on it, and yet our bill might not be-
come law for a long time. There might be—but our step is going 
to be before your step. So rather than kill your proposal, I think 
we need to figure out, well, okay, how do we have some flexibility? 

And, Mr. Farr, I think we could probably figure something out 
on that. 

Mr. FARR. Okay. I support you on that. Thank you very much. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mrs. Lummis. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. Chairman, I am happy to defer to you. We 

don’t have a lot of specialty crops in my State. So on those issues, 
I am absolutely happy to, you know, surrender some of my time to 
you so you can work this out. 

Let me tell you what I want to concentrate on, what I want to 
walk out of here with some notes about, so you can think about it, 
and then I will just start with this round homing in on them. I 
want to talk to you about a brucellosis vaccine. That comes as no 
surprise to you. I want to talk about the Ag and Food Research Ini-
tiative, the extra funding that has been requested there; the sus-
tainable agriculture additional funding you have requested there. 
I want to talk to you about antibiotic research. And I also want to 
visit with you about statistical surveys. 

STATISTICAL SURVEYS

I am going to start with the last first because it will come as no 
surprise to you that in these questions over the last few days I 
have been homing in on what I believe is the redundant collection 
of data at USDA and trying to find out whether efforts already 
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made at USDA to consolidate data collection can be further ad-
vanced in a way that consolidates data collection. 

So here is my first question. Dr. Clark, last year, your testimony 
stated that the Risk Management Agency relies on NASS annual 
county estimates to administer crop insurance programs, and the 
FSA relies on NASS county-level data to administer the CRP pro-
gram, crop revenue support programs, and emergency assistance 
payments.

So my first question is, if the National Ag Statistics Service col-
lects similar data to FSA and RMA, why do we need all three col-
lecting their own data independently? Can’t we have one repository 
for data and one collector of data? 

Dr. CLARK. That is a good question. And there are a number of 
reasons why that isn’t happening. 

The county estimates program that you are referring to—one of 
the problems with the association with the Risk Management 
Agency is that their producers who take out policies for insurance 
are not required to necessarily report their yields. And not all pro-
ducers take out insurance policies. So, in order to have the com-
plete universe of people who are interested in the county estimates, 
you can’t just rely on the administrative data from the Risk Man-
agement Agency. 

There is another issue with timing of the data and the timing of 
the insurance policies with the timing of when the data is needed 
for the next year. So that is just one issue. 

And in terms of part of this county estimates program, we are 
actually doing some consolidation, because the county estimates 
program probability survey design actually uses our September ag-
riculture survey and our December agriculture survey and an addi-
tional survey that is done over a longer timeframe, and puts those 
survey data together to give us a complete estimate of the universe. 

Now, county estimates, that is almost like doing a census. We 
are doing it a lot less expensively than if it were done as a census, 
because in order to get small area data, you have to have a large 
number of data in your sample, a large number of producers in 
your sample. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Okay, I am good and confused, but I will pursue 
this further with you. 

BRUCELLOSIS

Okay, now I am going to switch over because of time constraints, 
to brucellosis. And we have visited about this before. You know 
that the larger NIFA grants have focused on tuberculosis, mastitis, 
and pneumonia, all in dairy cows, even though the 2008 farm bill 
recognizes that development of a brucellosis vaccine is a high pri-
ority and research was authorized and extension grants were made 
available for development of that. But it is not coordinated or well- 
funded.

And, quite frankly, this disease is the most paralyzing disease for 
producers in my State because the elk and the bison have brucel-
losis. We cannot ensure complete temporal and spatial separation 
of elk, bison, and domestic livestock, and so there is this trans-
ference. And unless we get an efficacious brucellosis vaccine that 
works on elk and bison, we are not going to solve this problem that 
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ranchers have, you know, in distant corners of the States of Mon-
tana, Wyoming, and Idaho that are far away from Yellowstone Na-
tional Park, yet they get the same—they lose their brucellosis-free 
status just the way that ranchers that are proximate to the greater 
Yellowstone area do. 

This is a huge problem, and it has gone on and on and on. I was 
on the Greater Yellowstone Interagency Brucellosis Committee 20 
years ago, and we have made very little progress in 20 years. Two 
weeks ago, I was up on the National Elk Refuge watching the Wyo-
ming Game and Fish Department run around behind the elk feed-
ing trucks, you know, shooting non-efficacious vaccines into elk 
while they were eating, with dart guns, just out of frustration, try-
ing to get something visible on the ground done. 

I mean, it is just—I can’t believe in 20 years we have gotten no-
where with this. And of course, I suspect, in my frustration, that 
because it is only a three-State problem it is not a high priority for 
you. It is an extremely high priority for me. And Ames, Iowa’s Re-
search Center is a great place to have this coordinated effort. I 
want more attention to this issue. 

And thank you for allowing me to vent, and I will wait until the 
next round to ask some additional questions. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay. 
Mr. Nunnelee. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. I will pass for right now and figure out where 

I am. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Well, let me ask you then, if you want to answer 

that brucellosis question, go ahead and comment on it. 
Dr. WOTEKI. Well, as Mrs. Lummis observed, the brucellosis vac-

cine development is being done through the Agricultural Research 
Service, and I would like to ask Dr. Knipling to describe the cur-
rent status. 

Dr. KNIPLING. Well, first, I would acknowledge, we very much 
agree it is a very real problem and a high priority for our research. 

We are continuing to invest in it at Ames, Iowa, taking advan-
tage of our brand-new enhanced facilities there that were just put 
in operation 2 years ago, and that allows us to work with large ani-
mals in biocontainment. We are working with cattle, elk, and bison 
in those facilities and continuing to work on the efficacy of the 
RB51 vaccine that you are familiar with and also looking at vaccine 
improvements.

That vaccine does protect the cattle herd, and it works pretty ef-
fectively in bison but not in elk. The immune response is not suffi-
cient in elk. But we are working on the improved vaccine for elk 
and also working on improved delivery methods. And that is, of 
course, a big issue, too. Once we even have an effective vaccine, is 
how to deliver it to the wildlife. 

This issue is at the cattle-wildlife interface, as you know, and we 
need to find out how to actually protect the wildlife so that they 
don’t transmit it to the cattle. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Well, I will wait. 
Mr. KINGSTON. I will yield to the gentlewoman. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. Thank you. 
Absolutely. Except, as I said, for those of us who are ranching 

in the same States—Idaho, Montana, Wyoming—who are 400 miles 
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away ranching in those States, 400 miles away from the wildlife- 
livestock interface, we are every bit as subject to losing the brucel-
losis-free status of the State and the very same treatment of our 
livestock, our breeding livestock, that goes over State lines. We 
have to have them bled twice to show that there are no positives 
and no false positives. 

So it does affect people beyond the wildlife-livestock interface. 
This drug is absolutely, critically important. And my argument is, 
I don’t believe we are spending enough money and enough time 
and devoting enough attention to finding an efficacious vaccine for 
elk.

And just thank you, Mr. Chairman, for allowing me to vent. I 
yield back. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, thank you. 

MARMORATED STINK BUG

And, Dr. Jacobs-Young, I wanted to ask you about the 
marmorated stink bug. Last year we had asked questions in the 
hearing, and at that time it was a bigger issue in Virginia and 
Maryland, but now it is down in Georgia and seems to be spread-
ing. So what are we doing about it, and how is it going? 

Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. Well, I am going—if you don’t mind, Con-
gressman Kingston, I am going to pass that question to my col-
league, Dr. Knipling. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay, now, I am also going to ask you about 
whitefly, ambrosia beetles, and citrus greening—that is 
Huanglongbing.

Dr. KNIPLING. Yes, very good. 
Mr. KINGSTON. And then I am sure we are going to hear about 

the brown apple moth from Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. I didn’t have a question on that. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Well, it still might be the time. But let’s start 

with the stink bug. 
Dr. KNIPLING. Yes, this invasive species has certainly generated 

a lot of attention, first introduced here in the Mid-Atlantic, but, as 
you said, it is spreading quite rapidly, not only to Georgia but prob-
ably about 30 States, headed west. 

We did mobilize, remobilize our expertise and resources several 
years ago, not only within the Agricultural Research Service but 
working with NIFA, the universities, the fruit industry, so we have 
a coherent plan. We have actually developed a coherent, coordi-
nated action plan, if you will. 

And in terms of the research progress—and, by the way, it 
seemed to be less of a problem this year in the Mid-Atlantic than 
it was 2 years ago. We would love to take credit for that because 
of development of our technology, but it is probably perhaps more 
related to weather and climate conditions over winter and so forth. 

But we have a three-pronged approach involving three different 
ARS laboratories. Right here at Beltsville, Maryland, we are look-
ing at lures, attractants, some of the natural chemicals that the in-
sects give off for either mating or aggregation. As perhaps many 
know, these insects aggregate for overwintering purposes, and that 
seems to be triggered by chemical cues. But we are looking at those 
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types of technologies as a strategy to disrupt their behavior or to 
attract and trap them and kill them. 

In Kearneysville, West Virginia, we are looking at the general bi-
ology of the insect and the review of insecticides. And, working 
with the EPA, we have helped generate some emergency registra-
tions for pesticides that the fruit industry can use, particularly the 
apple industry. 

And then at a biological control laboratory in Delaware, in New-
ark, Delaware, we are looking for and exploring the use of biologi-
cal control agents, natural enemies of the insect, which originated 
in Asia, and actually doing exploration, foreign exploration, for bio-
logical control insects. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Farr. 

LIGHT-BROWN APPLE MOTH

Mr. FARR. Yeah, I thank you for bringing up that issue. I didn’t 
really have a question other than to share the concern that we 
have with the light-brown apple moth, because now that the De-
partment has decided not to wipe it out, eradicate it, we have to 
live with it. And our trading partners, including other States, are 
saying, you know, they don’t want anything grown in that area to 
be shipped without extensive examination and certification that the 
produce is not infected. And we can’t have it both—I mean, you 
can’t just require an area that is so productive to have to have a 
burden on it that none of the rest of agriculture in the world has. 

So, I mean, we have to really understand what we are going to 
have to live with and work on our trading agreements to make sure 
that our partners understand that. And so far the whole handling 
of this has been a mess. That is a comment on the light-brown 
apple moth. 

CROP PROTECTION PROGRAM CONSOLIDATION

I just wanted to ask one question on the—comment on your con-
solidation of five programs into this Crop Protection, including this 
program, the IR–4. What is broken that needs fixing? Why can’t 
you just label the whole program as Crop Protection without hav-
ing to change it? 

And the IR–4, what they are worried about—we talked about 
how essential it is. It is 60 percent of the budget. So what people 
are concerned with, you are going to get emerging of this new title, 
and other members of that merger, the other four programs, will 
be robbing Peter to pay Paul. We will have less money, less control, 
and put a lot of uncertainty—I mean, our international partners 
are all very excited about what we are doing with this project. They 
are creating their own minor-use programs like ours, modeling 
after the United States, and now we change it. 

What is broken that needs fixing? 
Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. I will start by saying that one of the things 

that we have been working toward are efficiencies. And currently 
we have 6 programs that look at—we had 10, and now we have 6 
programs that look at integrated pest management, which can ben-
efit from a more coordinated effort. 
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And so, while we are looking to consolidate the programs, we cer-
tainly want to keep the level of service to the community. And that 
is why we are consulting them to determine how to move forward. 

What happens with our stakeholders when we have six pro-
grams, PIs—Principal Investigators—have to apply to four or five 
of them to meet the total needs of their project. So it saves time 
and energy resources on the side of the stakeholders, and it also 
asks for administrative efficiencies inside the agency. 

So with research, education, and extension integrated, then the 
regulatory product that added to that equation, we feel we can 
have a more robust program that meets the needs—continues to 
meet the needs and improves meeting the needs for those stake-
holders.

So I hear the concern, and we certainly want to listen. And we 
want to move forward in a way that we can continue to please the 
IR–4 community, but in a way that utilizes resources in an efficient 
manner for all of us. 

Mr. FARR. I think we all applaud that. That should be. But it 
seems to me the process here—and it is a political process, obvi-
ously, because you have so much input from the community. They 
are concerned that they are going to lose what they have because 
it will be blended. And it just seems to me that before you combine, 
you ought to come back with this plan saying, this is how we are 
going to implement it, so the stakeholders are assured that their 
concerns are going to be addressed. 

I have dozens of questions just on this one issue, and I will just 
submit them to you for the record. But I do think that you need 
to spend more time figuring out what you are going to come up 
with——

Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. One of the things—— 
Mr. FARR [continuing]. Before you decide you are going to com-

bine them all into one program. 
Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. So one of the things I just want to also add 

is that we do have time. We are in the process of operating our fis-
cal year 2012 programs and panels, and so we have the time to 
meet with our stakeholders and meet with you all and to build this 
program in a way that is going to work for everyone. 

Mr. FARR. All right. Well, we will be working with you as we 
write our budget. 

And thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Ms. Lummis. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

CONSOLIDATION OF AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS

Sort of back to the ag statistics point, here is what I will just sort 
of conclude with before I move on. I am apt to propose some 
amendments to the budget that will reduce funding for the collec-
tion of ag statistics and consolidate the collection of ag statistics. 

Just know that is coming and that the better way to do it would 
be if you can give me some guidance on whether NASS is the best 
place to put it, or FSA, and how to get them consolidated. Because, 
you know, I am going to do it, and whether I do it right or wrong 
is sort of contingent on whether you give me some guidance or not. 
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Now, you can fight me, and that is fine. That is fair game. But 
wouldn’t it be best, if I am successful in doing this, to be successful 
in a way that is rational? Otherwise, you know, I will be successful 
and create a mess for you, when really what I am trying to do is 
just consolidate the collection of agricultural statistics in a way 
that is efficient and meaningful and save some money. 

Dr. WOTEKI. And we would be pleased to work with you. As my 
written testimony talked about, we are looking for ways to make 
efficiencies not only within our programs but across the Depart-
ment.

Mrs. LUMMIS. Fabulous, and I appreciate that. 
Dr. CLARK. Can I add something? 
Mrs. LUMMIS. Yes. 
Dr. CLARK. You do need to understand that data collected by a 

statistical agency is of a different character than data collected by 
an administrative agency. We have confidentiality requirements, 
and we do representative data collections. If you go to FSA or 
NRCS or RMA, you will not get representative samples and you 
will not get data that is protected against use for regulation or 
other compliance efforts. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Which is exactly the kind of knowledge you have 
that I don’t have that I need in order to do this fairly and reason-
ably so I am not creating a mess. I don’t want there to be unin-
tended consequences of what I am trying to accomplish. I want the 
consequences to be fair and productive and useful. 

Dr. CLARK. May I mention that one other effort that is going on 
with RMA, FSA, NRCS, and NASS is looking at consolidated re-
porting for the many different administrative functions and the 
same kind of reports. And NASS has been a key participant in that 
process and has helped get definitions so that they were workable 
across those programs. 

One of the issues, though, is that NASS produces forecasts in 
season, and that program data cannot substitute for in-season fore-
casts, which are heavily used by the markets. And so that is an-
other component that NASS has that is not provided by the admin-
istrative agencies. We actually now use FSA data very heavily in 
the October, end-of-season data forecasts, but it is not available 
earlier on. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Uh-huh. 
Dr. CLARK. Earlier-on in-season data that are used for moving 

the markets and for principal economic indicators that are so im-
portant for so many of the constituents. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. And, Dr. Clark, I appreciate your superior knowl-
edge on this subject. I need it and I need to understand it so I don’t 
mess this up. So we will work together. 

AGRICULTURAL AND FOOD RESEARCH INITIATIVE—AFRI

Okay, Ag and Food Research Initiative, only 30 percent goes to 
foundational programs, like animal health. The rest is going to 
childhood obesity, climate change, food safety, global food security, 
sustainable bio, and energy. 

Do you think that 30 percent of foundational programs is 
enough? And I want to know how the $62 million increase that is 
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proposed goes toward the foundational funding versus some of 
these new priorities. How are you breaking that out? 

Dr. WOTEKI. Okay, well, Congresswoman, the question about the 
balance within the portfolio of AFRI, the proportion that goes to 
priority areas of research and the proportion that goes to 
foundational, is something that we have discussed with the agency, 
we have discussed with the broader community. And because of 
some complaints from the research community about the original 
allocation, which was less for the foundational research, AFRI pro-
gram leaders made the decision to increase it to the current 30 per-
cent.

Certainly, the concept at the beginning of this program was it is 
authorized at $700 million, and the expectation was that the appro-
priation for AFRI would increase over time. And our request to in-
crease it to $325 million in 2013 is part of a step-by-step process 
to increase this. But the—— 

Mrs. LUMMIS. My time is up, Doctor. Thank you very much. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Nunnelee. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you all for being here. 

BUDGET PRIORITIES

It is no secret that this Congress is wrestling with some very se-
rious budget issues as those issues confront our Nation. And the 
nature of those issues means we have to prioritize. In my mind, the 
number-one priority for our Nation is defense of our country. Fall-
ing behind that, I have two areas that I think are priorities. One 
is infrastructure development, and the other is research, which is 
where you come in. 

In my mind, the reason I place research so high on that list is 
there are some things that we can do collectively that none of us 
can do individually. And I think our Nation is experiencing the re-
sults of long-term investment in agriculture research, as we have 
men and women, farmers and ranchers that are literally feeding 
the world doing much more with less. But as we confront these 
budget realities, it means that every agency is looking at working 
with less money. 

And, in my mind, I see your budget as having two components, 
in general. One is the research dollars that you administer that 
goes out to the people that are actually doing the research and 
then communicating the results of that research to the people in 
the field that can put it to use. The other is the administrative side 
that allows you to get those dollars and oversee them. 

ADMINISTRATIVE SAVINGS

I want to address, if you are doing more with less, that you are 
making disproportionate cuts out of the administrative side and not 
the research side. I don’t want to see the first dollars cut out of re-
search. I want you to try to find ways to have savings and effi-
ciencies on the administrative side first and not have across-the- 
board cuts. 

So just, is that happening? And—— 
Dr. WOTEKI. Well, we agree with you about the importance of 

making administrative savings, and the Secretary has had a major, 
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major project under way to find where we can make administrative 
savings.

So, as you know, among the things that we have already done 
is to cut our travel costs. We did that by 20 percent. We have of-
fered an early-out buyout for our employees, and we have seen in 
2011 and so far in 2012 within the four agencies that are rep-
resented here retirements of almost 500 people. And then the agen-
cies have made decisions about which ones of those positions they 
will fill and which ones they will cut. So there are a substantial 
number of positions that will not be filled as a result of this. We 
have cut back on hiring. 

And we are also working with the other mission areas within the 
Department to identify additional savings that we can make ad-
ministratively, through the way that we do our contracting, the 
way that we do our procurement, the way that our IT systems are 
managed, the way communications is managed. So we are part of 
that overall effort to identify administrative savings, because the 
principle is to put it back into the research and the education pro-
grams.

Mr. NUNNELEE. Good. I will support you as you continue to do 
that.

RESEARCH PRIORITIZATION

But my guess is, even after you achieve those administrative sav-
ings, you are still having to make critical decisions on priorities of 
research. How do you make those decisions? What rises to the level 
that says, okay, we are going to support this? And how do you de-
cide what is not funded? 

Dr. WOTEKI. Well, we use a consultative process. And the results 
of a year-long process we released last month in our action plan 
that describes priority areas for our four agencies and for the mis-
sion area. 

In doing that, we held a series of meetings with all of the agen-
cies and mission areas within the Department, because our re-
search programs really undergird their program and policy deci-
sions. We met with the major stakeholder groups, the commodity 
interests, as well as in the professional societies, the scientific soci-
eties, to get a sense of what the major interests and concerns were. 
And those are all reflected within the action plan. 

So we have had that ongoing, and that has helped to provide 
guidance to the way that we built this budget request for 2013, as 
well as it is guiding our thinking as we are starting to work on the 
2014 budget preparation. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. Thank you. 
Seeing Mr. Nunnelee’s priorities, I am just thinking how this de-

partment has the Food for Peace program, and if we spent more 
research on peace, we might not on have to spend so much re-
search on war. So feeding the world is going to be a very important 
way to maintain peace. 
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SPECIALTY CROP RESEARCH

I am interested in the Specialty Crops Competitive Grant Pro-
gram. I am pleased that the President requested a $60 million ad-
dition, as you pointed out to Mrs. Lummis’ question on AFRI, but 
at the same time, you are eliminating the funding for the specialty 
crop initiative. 

And I am concerned of why you don’t specify that some research 
issues are of critical importance to specialty crops, such as improv-
ing the product quality or developing new mechanization tech-
nology. These certainly should be AFRI priorities. 

In other words, how can we assure that specialty crops receive 
their fair and productive share of the research dollars? 

Dr. WOTEKI. The Specialty Crop Research Initiative has been 
funded these last 5 years out of mandatory funds, and it was au-
thorized in the Farm Bill of 2008. It has certainly been a very pro-
ductive program. And as the Farm Bill is being reauthorized, there 
would be opportunities to reauthorize this program. 

If it is not reauthorized, the logical place for specialty crops re-
search to be funded would be through the competitive grants pro-
gram, AFRI, that we have been talking about earlier in the hear-
ing. And the proposals would be considered within the competitive 
grants process. 

Mr. FARR. I guess it has to be spelled out more, though, so that 
these specialty crops will know that they will get their fair share 
of AFRI funding. That is the concern. 

California grows a lot of grapes, and I have worked very closely 
with the grape and wine industry. In my district alone, 50,000 
acres have been added to viticulture production. Last year, lan-
guage was included in the agriculture appropriations report which 
intended to jump-start a pilot project on a collaborative research 
initiative between the USDA, our universities, the Cooperative Ex-
tension, and principals in the grape industry from across the 
United States, and I just wondered what is the status of that 
project?

Dr. WOTEKI. There is report language that relates to California— 
well, relates to berries as well as grapes, and the development of— 
or ‘‘consideration’’ I think is the word that is used for a collabo-
rative project. 

We have had some discussions with the representatives from the 
grape industry about such a collaborative project, but it remains at 
that discussion stage. There were no funds that were appropriated. 
Interesting concept. We would like to continue working with the 
berry and the grape industry to understand what the vision is that 
they have and how it could be accommodated both within the Agri-
cultural Research Service programs as well as what opportunities 
for funding might be available through—— 

Mr. FARR. So other than discussing it with industry, there has 
been no effort to do a collaborative movement between the public 
entities, the USDA, universities, and Cooperative Extension? 

Dr. WOTEKI. As far as I know, Mr. Farr, the answer to that is 
no. We have had some exploratory discussions. Nothing further. 
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SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE RESEARCH AND EDUCATION—SARE

Mr. FARR. All right. What about the Sustainable Agriculture Re-
search and Education program, SARE, is that how you pronounce 
it, S-A-R-E? 

Dr. WOTEKI. Yes, SARE. 
Mr. FARR. SARE. That has been at the forefront of funding cut-

ting-edge research and is easily accessible and relevant to sustain-
able farming systems. And I am interested that you are increasing 
the funding in fiscal year 2013 in order to initiate State matching 
grants, and I just wondered if you could explain to the committee 
the importance of getting that State—that additional money to get 
State matching grants. Is that expected to have a lot of more bene-
fits?

Dr. WOTEKI. That is a program that is administered by NIFA, 
and I would like to ask Dr. Jacobs-Young to respond. 

Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. So this is a program that is being designed 
to leverage State dollars with Federal dollars, and so with the 
SARE program there is no matching requirement, and with this 
new program there will be a matching requirement at the State 
level.

Mr. FARR. And the expectations in getting those matches is that 
it is exponentially growing or what—do you have some—— 

Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. We want to integrate. So much of the Coop-
erative Extension Service is supported at the State level, and so 
what we want to do is leverage Federal funds and State funds to 
better integrate sustainable agriculture into all of the Cooperative 
Extension activities that are happening across the State, and so 
that is what this new program is designed to do. It is going to look 
at curriculum development, dissemination options, how do we bet-
ter articulate or disseminate the information about sustainable ag-
riculture throughout the State programs. 

Mr. FARR. That is very helpful, but I think it would be helpful 
to the committee as we look at this additional funding, what kind 
of—could you spell out what kind of better bang for the buck we 
are going to get with State matches? You don’t have to do it right 
now. I mean, you stated the idea, but you must estimate that there 
is going to be more money, then, for research with the State match, 
and that is what we would like to see, what this new money will 
do to incentivize a growing research funding. Thank you. 

[The information from USDA follows:] 
The new Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education (SARE) Federal-State 

Matching Grant Program will allow a new level of inquiry and education. Funding 
would be available for teaching programs and to help study the complex interactions 
within agricultural systems rather than simply studying their individual compo-
nents in isolation. The new program will use the existing SARE program competi-
tive grants process to award $3,500,000 to states which commit at least an equal 
amount from state appropriations, revenue or private funds. This will strengthen 
working relationships and allow twice as much research and education to be accom-
plished for each Federal dollar invested. Funding will support activities that: (1) In-
tegrate sustainable agriculture in all State research, extension, and education 
projects; (2) Support new research at sustainable agriculture centers at the Nation’s 
land grant and other colleges and universities; (3) Build stronger Statewide farmer- 
to-farmer networks and outreach and technical assistance strategies; and (4) Incor-
porate sustainable agriculture studies and curriculum in undergraduate and grad-
uate degree programs. 
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The integration of teaching with research distinguishes this authority from the 
pre-existing SARE program. It will support problem-solving research with real-life 
applications while facilitating the training of a new generation of scientists, citizens, 
and practitioners knowledgeable about sustainable agriculture. Incorporating new 
knowledge into undergraduate and graduate agricultural related program curricula 
is an especially effective way to create a cadre of individuals with the knowledge 
and skills needed by the public and private sectors to meet the growing expectations 
of American consumers for sustainably produced food. Federal funds will provide in-
centive for state or private sector entities to partner with agriculture researchers 
and educators (i.e. provide the match for) in support of work designed to address 
today’s real-world issues and problems and those anticipated in the future. 

CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. KINGSTON. Dr. Clark, I get the survey from NASS every 
year, and I am not sure why I would do that. 

Dr. CLARK. Which one? 
Mr. KINGSTON. I thought I had thrown it away, but I didn’t want 

to be arrested; but it is this one that is the National Agricultural 
Classification Survey NACS classification. 

Dr. CLARK. Oh, yes, I can tell you about that one. 
Mr. KINGSTON. If you saw my garden, you would see that I do 

not qualify as an agriculture guy on any measure. 
Dr. CLARK. You must have some—be on some list where you 

have agriculture sales. 
Mr. FARR. Chairman of the committee, does that help? 
Dr. CLARK. Can I explain what this survey is? 
Mr. KINGSTON. Yes. 
Dr. CLARK. This is the survey—let me just step back. The Census 

of Agriculture, as you know, will be conducted for the calendar year 
2012, with mail out in December of 2012. The definition of oper-
ations that qualify for the Census of Agriculture is those operations 
that have a thousand dollars of sales in the census year or have 
the potential of having a thousand dollars of sales. It is a minimal 
definition, which Congress has set, and in order to determine oper-
ations that have that definition, we have to do a wide search to get 
lists from a number of different organizations, agriculture organiza-
tions, from the IRS, so filers who have agriculture sales on the 
1040F, producers from many different types of agriculture, and we 
use those to compile the list. We do a presurvey, which is a manda-
tory survey. It is part of the census early in 2012 to determine 
which of those actually qualify for the census. 

Now, what you got is a much shorter form than you would get 
if you, in fact, do qualify. So the best thing for you to do is to re-
turn that form and tell us you do not qualify so we will not con-
tinue to send you requests and determine—to determine if you are 
a farm or if you are not a farm. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, I think one of the—I don’t own land, never 
grown crops, never had any involvement on any type of ag sales, 
so I don’t know how I would in the suburbs get on the list. But I 
am wondering from Ms. Lummis’s search for efficiencies if there 
are, you know, perhaps hundreds, thousands, of other people who 
are getting them who, like me, in your busy life, rather than mail 
it and say take me off your list, you just throw it away because 
that is the fastest way to deal with it. 

Dr. CLARK. We are doing very extensive follow-up efforts because 
it is less expensive for us to get you off the list now than it is to 
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continue with the process in the census. So we are doing extensive 
telephone follow-up now on those people who did not send back the 
form to try to get them to reply to us so we can take you off. 

Mr. KINGSTON. But, you know, so many people now don’t have 
land lines. I don’t know how you would get my phone number and 
be able to reach me, even though we still have one, but I would 
think a lot of people, it would be very hard—I mean, you know, we 
are just inundated as American consumers with everything. And so 
you just, whenever you can, say, I am throwing this away. 

FOOD DESERT

But the reason why I mentioned—Mrs. Lummis has been relent-
less in terms of data collection and all that, and Dr. Woteki, one 
of the things that you have in your comments is this food locator, 
food desert locator tool. Again, living in the suburbs, I now live in 
a food desert, and it is absurd. You know, I am in a middle-class 
suburb where there is virtually no one who needs to walk to the 
grocery store, and the only thing I could get out of Secretary 
Sebelius is, well, if you live there and you had to walk, you would 
be in a food desert. I think we can do better than that in terms 
of a government. 

I mean, a food desert, I think, has some sincerity in what it is 
trying to accomplish. But when Oxford, Mississippi, which Mr. 
Nunnelee has pointed out is a food desert, or Isle of Hope, Georgia, 
is a food desert, we lose credibility as the government because it 
is just one more really stupid government idea that, come on, let’s 
be serious. And so the reason why I say, you know, these things 
are somewhat tied together in efficiency. 

INVASIVE SPECIES RESEARCH

Now, I am about out of time, so one of the things I wanted to 
ask you, Dr. Knipling, for the record, but really if I could get it 
sooner than that, would be if you could give me somewhat your 
five-point plan—your three-point plan on the whitefly, the silver 
whitefly, the stink bug, the HLB, and the light brown apple moth, 
and just some of these higher profile pests—what you are doing 
with it, because I can say our folks from California and our folks 
from Florida and some from Texas are going to be really hit up 
with this question about HLB. And, you know, I would like for 
members of this committee to say, here is what is going on with 
it and here is how it is being dealt with, and so, again, I had just 
listed—oh, I am going to put the ambrosia beetle on there, but it 
would be the whitefly, the silver whitefly, and the stink bug. As I 
understand, on the marmorated stink bug, there are now two 
versions of it in Georgia and one is slightly different from the one 
in Maryland. I might be wrong on that. It is the kudzu stink bug, 
but not necessarily a bad thing if it is in Kudzu. But I understand 
that that is—— 

Dr. KNIPLING. We are aware of that, and we can provide much 
more detail for the record for all these. But I would say in general, 
there are some common threads, that we are attacking the invasive 
species through some sort of control mechanism, management, 
lures, that type of thing. 
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Mr. KINGSTON. Yeah, I know you are on it. For example, you 
know, Mr. Wolf from Virginia asked about the stink bug, Roscoe 
Bartlett, Ann Marie Buerkle asked us about cormorant, so let me 
throw in cormorants as well. Do you have that under you? 

Dr. KNIPLING. No, that would fall under APHIS Wildlife Services. 
Mr. KINGSTON. But we as a committee would just like to be able 

to say to Members, here is what is being done, we asked questions 
about it, you have got some good scientists looking at this stuff. 
But it would also help us pass our bill and get some of the Mem-
bers who are cynical about what we are doing to say, look, here is 
how it is relevant to you. 

Dr. KNIPLING. I would just acknowledge we have strong expertise 
in terms of scientific disciplines that we can direct toward that, mo-
bilize, remobilize our resources to address any emerging problem. 
All of this is in collaboration with our university partners, and 
more often than not with the industry partners as well. They are 
the ones ultimately affected by this before the American public is. 
So we can provide much more detail on all of those initiatives. 

Mr. KINGSTON. And Mr. Farr has brought to my attention also 
the European grapevine moth and the glassy winged sharpshooter, 
some of these that—— 

Dr. KNIPLING. Yes, all of these fall under this very important 
problem area of invasive species. 

[The information follows:] 
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INVASIVE SPECIES RESEARCH

Mr. KINGSTON. Also, switching gears, if the committee will in-
dulge me a few more minutes, and I understand the State of Flor-
ida gets one invasive species of plant or animal a month, and our 
former colleague Mr. Putnam is the commissioner of agriculture 
down there, and so maybe that is why we know about Florida. 

I bet you California, Mr. Farr, has the same type challenge and 
just about everywhere does. But the importance of it is, of course, 
it is important to the food supply, and that is why everybody is in-
terested. But just sort of politically, what I have always felt is— 
and you and I have had this conversation in the past—is that ARS 
is a great tool for the public to understand, this is the research 
that is going on, and, yeah, it is a funny story when Reader’s Di-
gest picks up that Congress has put in $500,000 to find out what 
a screwworm is or why bugs, male bugs are attracted to females, 
and it is a big laugh. But the reality is this stuff is so important 
to the food supply, and for the layman to go in there and under-
stand what you are doing, it just speaks volumes. I mean, we can 
sit here on the House floor and defend these programs all day long, 
but getting a Chamber of Commerce, nonfarm people into an ARS 
lab or any of your labs and seeing that research is so key to a bet-
ter understanding and more USDA support. 

Dr. KNIPLING. If I could make just a few more quick points. 
Much of the genomic technology we talked about before actually 
plays into this. We are doing genomics not only on the invasive 
species, the disease or the insect pests, but on the commodity that 
it affects to get new insights to how to attack this. Our budget pro-
posal for next year within ARS does redirect some existing re-
sources to give more emphasis to these issues. 

Mr. KINGSTON. We will have some more on that. Thank you. Mrs. 
Lummis.

Mrs. LUMMIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You know, we are $1.2 
trillion in deficit spending going forward, and so we are just trying 
to find ways to reduce the deficit and still administer great pro-
grams for the American people. None of this is personal. We are 
on your side. We know that you are on our side. It is sort of all 
for one and one for all, but we have to do it in a way that is less 
expensive, we just do. God bless us all in our efforts there, includ-
ing you. 

SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE

I want to follow up on something Mr. Farr had begun to ques-
tion, and that was this new proposed $3.5 million program, State- 
Federal matching program, to evolve American agriculture to a 
more highly productive, sustainable system, the NIFA matching 
program.

I have a list that I got from the USDA’s Web site, building sus-
tainable farms, ranches, and communities, an A-to-Z program 
index, two pages of programs that already exist on evolving Amer-
ican agriculture to a more highly productive sustainable system. 

So my question is, with all of these programs that are, you know, 
touted on your own Web site as promoting sustainable agriculture, 
why do we need a dedicated stream of funding for an additional 
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program? Is there not some—could one of these be converted to a 
matching program if you think that is a more efficient way to de-
liver sustainable ag programs? 

Dr. WOTEKI. I will let Dr. Jacobs-Young talk about the specifics. 
But just, you know, in principle, the discussion we have had al-
ready this morning illustrates, you know, the problems that are 
facing agriculture. There is a constant evolution—new diseases, 
new pests that are being introduced from outside or that are evolv-
ing naturally. We have literally hundreds of different crops, a half 
dozen major animal species of importance in agriculture, and each 
one has its own set of diseases. 

So we have not really had any meaningful increase in the sup-
port of our research and education programs for over a decade and 
close to two. We have been keeping about the same level of funding 
over that period of time. So in order to get new information devel-
oped that is going to meet the needs of all of these producers that 
are doing these literally hundreds of different crops, we are looking 
to work collaboratively, in teams, and to leverage our funds, so the 
State match is clearly also in the State’s interest to support the 
producers that may be very specialized within their State or within 
their region. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. And none of these programs do that? None of these 
two pages? 

Dr. WOTEKI. Well, those are built on the knowledge base that has 
been accumulated to date, but there are additionally specifics re-
lated to specific crops and growing conditions, soil, and, you know, 
climate conditions in different parts of the country that they are 
looking——

Mrs. LUMMIS. And, further, none of these do that? 
Dr. WOTEKI. Some of them do. Some of them have got new prob-

lems.
Mrs. LUMMIS. I marvel at our ability to expand government, I 

marvel. But I am generally a fan of matching programs. I think 
that that is a way to really leverage funds and really focus money 
on a problem that is unique to a State or a county or something, 
and so I am—you know, I am receptive. I am just having trouble 
figuring out what gap it is filling. So maybe just a little more infor-
mation on that. 

Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. Well, so the census of agriculture has shown 
us that we have seen a growth in the number of farms in the 
United States, and most of those are small farms, farms less than 
$50,000 in annual sales. And what this program will do is help us 
reach many of those farms to disseminate the information. 

Now, I think that list came from the USDA Web site. NIFA spe-
cializes in our partnership with the Cooperative Extension Service 
which has been—We are celebrating our 150th year of partnership 
with the land grant system through the Morrill Act, and so we are 
utilizing that infrastructure to reach many of these new farmers 
and existing small farmers to disseminate educational materials to 
help them become sustainable agricultural producers. And so that 
is the objective, and that is what we hope to achieve by partnering 
with the States to work on their very specific issues. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Thank you. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Nunnelee. 
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Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I did observe your 
question about your agriculture census. What I took from it is if 
you don’t turn it in, you may get a census from the IRS. So you 
may want to turn it in. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I still have it. I am going to turn it in right now. 
Dr. CLARK. Great, great. 

USDA DATA COLLECTION

Mr. NUNNELEE. I have just got a couple questions. One follows 
up on what Mrs. Lummis asked a while back, and I heard the an-
swer about different agencies having different needs for data, dif-
ferent levels of security, et cetera. But my job is to speak for the 
farmers and ranchers in north Mississippi, and I hear from them 
on a regular basis, that they spend an inordinate amount of time 
filling out forms, giving the exact same information to various lev-
els within USDA, and that means they don’t have the time to do 
what they are in business to do, and that is to farm and ranch. 

And so I want to join you, Mrs. Lummis, in whatever we can do 
to help streamline that process. Certainly in the age of modern 
technology and information sharing, we can find a way that the 
farmer or rancher in north Mississippi can complete one form, get 
it to one source, and they can get that information out to the var-
ious offices that need it. So that is my thought. Can you help us? 

Dr. CLARK. Well, if they are to be used for programs or for regu-
lations, data collected by NASS cannot do that because we—our 
data is collected under confidentiality provisions and can only be 
used for statistical purposes, which would be producing official sta-
tistics. If you are interested in forecasts, you have to do data collec-
tion during the season. That is the only way you can get forecasts, 
and some of those administrative forms don’t happen. 

But we are working very seriously to reduce the number of data 
collections within our agency to make it easier on the farmer and 
rancher in terms of their reporting efforts and to try to make that 
process go more smoothly. We have done a lot—to go back to the 
administrative questions that we had earlier, NASS has been in a 
major transformation for 3 years to help us move to the digital age. 
We were not there, and in order for us to get there and to do some 
of the things that you would like us to do, we have to be doing ev-
erything electronically. So we have moved in that area. 

We have also moved to a standardization process so that our 
data will be more consistent, and we will be able to produce more 
reliable data. We are beginning to see some of the results of the 
efficiencies, and in fact you see it in the 2013 budget because the 
county estimates program that we talked about, we have had a 
budget initiative for that program in 2011, and, in fact, we had ini-
tial estimates from Congress that supported additional funding for 
that program. It supports $7 billion of funds from the Risk Man-
agement Agency; $10 million for data collection is very small to 
support a $7 billion program. We are taking savings from our ad-
ministrative efficiencies to fund the increase that we need to get 
reliable estimates for that program. We are doing it—county esti-
mates, if you compare the cost of $10 million a year to the total 
cost of a census that is $220 million over 5 years, it’s very inexpen-
sive.
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FOOD DESERT

Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. And then one final issue the chairman 
raised, and I have been asking USDA, and nobody has got me a 
satisfactory answer. How in the world Oxford, Mississippi, and now 
Isle of Hope, Georgia, can be labeled a food desert—and if some-
body can explain that to me, what criteria yields that result, I 
would love to hear it. 

Dr. WOTEKI. I would like to ask Dr. Bohman to talk about it. The 
Economic Research Service worked to develop that food desert loca-
tor.

Dr. BOHMAN. Thank you, Dr. Woteki. The food desert research 
that ERS undertook that led to the food desert locator was initiated 
based on the 2008 Farm Bill where we were asked to do a national 
study and provide definitions and measurement of food deserts, 
and we published our findings in 2009 and used those findings to 
develop the food desert locator. So we did this based on the avail-
able national data at the time and our research that looked at the 
sociodemographic characteristics of the population on average. So 
it is a national definition. As with any national definition, you are 
not going to capture every single location in a way that might 
make sense to the residents. This is something you see in rural 
definitions, where there is always, no matter how you define a 
rural area, there are people who don’t see themselves in the area 
defined. It is a very challenging area of research, but we are con-
tinuing this work, and we are going to publish new estimates later 
this year based on updated data on sociodemographic characteris-
tics and new information on retail locations. We hope that it will 
provide—make improvements and advance the science. 

We don’t expect that every single individual will feel that they 
are perfectly captured, and we are also undertaking complementary 
work on some of the key issues that I think make the most dif-
ference, such as access to a vehicle and transportation which help, 
I think, in an area defined as an urban area, and access is a mile 
away, or a rural area which is 10 miles away, access to a vehicle 
makes a big difference, and we are looking at that role in defining 
food deserts. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. When your work product produces something 
that is inconsistent with my experience, it tends to make me dis-
miss your entire work product. So when I hear the term ‘‘food 
desert,’’ I dismiss it completely because it has no meaning in my 
mind based on my experience. So thank you. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Bishop. 

AGRICULTURE AND FOOD RESEARCH INITIATIVE—AFRI

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. Let me welcome all of you. 
I have got some—a few questions. First I want to talk about the 
Agriculture and Food Research Initiative. I am a very strong advo-
cate of agriculture research and the important work that is done 
with the land grant colleges through AFRI, and you are requesting 
an increase of $60 million to the Agriculture and Food Research 
Initiative.

I want to talk to you about the process that is going to be used 
to set the funding priorities in the program. I understand that you 
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just had stakeholder listening sessions, which is an important step 
toward making sure that the funds are addressing the most critical 
societal issues. But the administration’s budget request consoli-
dates funds for research, and I want to make sure that we are 
being careful that important priorities like water quality research 
don’t fall through the cracks. 

Of the areas that have not been previously funded through the 
Agriculture and Food Research Initiative, how do you plan on set-
ting the funding levels for these new program areas and how are 
you going to incorporate those topics into the fiscal year 2013 solici-
tations? And how are you going to handle it if they don’t fit cleanly 
into the AFRI challenge areas? 

Dr. WOTEKI. Dr. Jacobs-Young is responsible in an acting capac-
ity as director of NIFA for the AFRI program, and I would like her 
to respond to your question, Mr. Bishop. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. Thank you for your question, Congressman 

Bishop. Absolutely, we have requested a $60.5 million increase for 
AFRI, and we continue to support the five challenge areas that I 
am certain you are familiar with: the bioenergy, food safety, food 
security, nutrition and health, and climate change. 

We also are supporting the NIFA fellowship program, which is 
a new program where we are looking at the pipeline for our indus-
try, and so we have had the honor of supporting 54 students last 
year for $6 million. We will continue that. We also have the 
foundational programs that we are going to continue investing in. 

One of the things that we are also proud of is the support we 
have for the minority-serving institutions, and as part of the in-
crease that will also go to support minorities serving in small- to 
medium-sized institutions. So one of the things that we have heard 
from our stakeholders is, when they look at the five priorities, the 
challenge areas, sometimes they have a difficulty identifying where 
the areas fit. So it is really difficult. All of them fit. We have to 
do a better job of helping to articulate where the activity actually 
is best suited to be competitive. 

So when we look at food security, water quality, when we look 
at climate change, water quality, so many of our areas, you know, 
are applicable; but we just have to do a better job helping our 
stakeholders find out where their specific projects fit. 

RENEWABLE ENERGY

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. Thank you. 
Dr. Woteki, GAO recently published a report regarding the hun-

dreds of renewable energy initiatives that are being implemented 
by Federal agencies, and in the report USDA accounted for 105 ini-
tiatives which spanned six of USDA’s seven under secretaries. 
USDA had the largest number of initiatives that supported bio-
energy, accounting for 20 percent of the initiatives that supported 
bioenergy. And GAO identified 47 renewable energy initiatives 
within your mission area. 

One of the purposes of the report was to identify the different 
roles that are being played by each department, but after reviewing 
the report I am still not clear on what the USDA role is and how 
the work that is being done in REE differs from that in the other 
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departments, other mission areas in USDA, sort of in a cohesive or 
meaningful way. 

So can you kind of talk about what REE brings to the table with 
respect to managing the renewable energy programs and how the 
programs that you manage are important and well placed? You 
know, renewable energy is really a broad subject area, and it is 
ever expanding, and how your agencies work with agencies in other 
departments, how are you going to show coordination? 

Dr. WOTEKI. We certainly have renewable energy bioproducts 
and biofuels as one of the priority areas for our research programs, 
and I do have a very good diagram that lays out the picture of how 
our research programs dovetail with the Department of Energy’s. 
Our focus is on the feedstocks development, so plant-based mate-
rials, the improvement of those, the identification of crops that 
would be appropriate for feedstocks and the improvement of those 
crops to make them better feedstocks. 

Our programs are planned in conjunction with the Department 
of Energy under an initiative that goes by the acronym BRDI, B- 
R-D-I, the Biofuels Research and Development Initiative, and the 
reason that we work so closely with the Department of Energy is 
that the feedstocks work has to dovetail with the research that En-
ergy is focusing on, on the conversion technologies. And together 
we need to be working with the private sector, which is part of our 
BRDI initiative, so that they have a good understanding of this re-
search pipeline, and we are able to hand off the results coming out 
of the laboratory into the private sector for commercialization pur-
poses.

So I would be happy to provide for the record a copy of that dia-
gram that lays out, you know, the different steps of our research 
program and how they articulate with the Department of Energy’s 
research programs. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. I know my time has expired, 
but I would appreciate it if you would provide that for the record. 
Of course, I would like to get it separately if you could also do that, 
just provide an additional copy of it. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The information from USDA follows:] 
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Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. Mr. Farr. 

NATIONAL ARBORETUM

Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I always tell my friends 
and family back home that if they want to come to Washington, 
this is the wow city, the best wow city in the world for people to 
visit, and I am just thinking that the biggest wow week is right 
now, and it is all about living things. It is called our cherry blos-
som festival, and it is wow. But we have a park, essentially a park 
that is wow year round. It is called the arboretum, the National Ar-
boretum, and I am very concerned that our government—and ARS 
is responsible for funding it—is ignoring it. It is falling apart. It 
has good partnerships, but we have a lot of bureaucracy, and so I 
have some concerns, and I have a couple things. 

Would it be better managed outside of ARS? I mean, should this 
be something that the Forest Service manages or Parks Depart-
ment or something like that, because it really needs stronger lead-
ership and a hell of a lot more support. 

Dr. WOTEKI. Well, we agree that the arboretum is a really 
unique and precious place. There is some construction that is being 
done now, renovating the office space that was made available 
through funds under the ARRA Act. To the question of could it be 
managed better outside of ARS, I think that we view the arbo-
retum as being an important part of ARS’s research programs. 

Mr. FARR. But a couple concerns. For example, the national grove 
of State trees, which was planted back in the early 1990s, the 
project, you know, involved making paths, signage, it is very—peo-
ple come asking about it. It is a 20-acre plot. The signage and path-
ways have never been completed, and neither the Forest Service 
nor the National Association of State Foresters have been willing 
to provide the necessary maintenance funds to preserve the grove. 
As a result, the grove is neglected, it is unsightly, and yet it is one 
that the visitors are interested in seeing an example of trees from 
each State. 

How can we get that done? Could you talk to the Secretary about 
getting the Forest Service to provide the funding to improve the 
grove, make the necessary signage, maps, pathways that would 
make this a destination visitors from around the country would 
like to see? Who is going to provide the leadership for that? 

Dr. WOTEKI. Well, we have a new individual this past year 
named to head the arboretum, Dr. Colien Hefferan, and one of her 
assignments has been to develop a plan for the future of the arbo-
retum.

NATIONAL GROVE OF STATE TREES

Mr. FARR. This is just the national grove. We already have a 
plan for that, it is just that nobody has implemented it. 

Dr. WOTEKI. And we will look into the grove. If Dr. Knipling is 
prepared to respond, he could respond now. Otherwise we will pro-
vide you with information in follow-up to this hearing. 

[The information follows:] 
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RECOGNITION OF DONORS

Mr. FARR. Would you also give us some information of why the 
Department seems to have a strict limit and rules about recogni-
tion of donors? I have a lot of—for example, the National China 
Foundation has entered an agreement to raise millions of dollars 
to install and maintain the China garden, at the same time the 
Friends of the National Arboretum are working with the arboretum 
on major revisioning of the arboretum that would put the arbo-
retum on a more long-term, sustainable, financial footing. But they 
are not allowed to—your rules don’t allow any recognition of donors 
or any signage on the grounds. Why is this restrictive policy? 
Where does it emanate from? Is it a Department policy or some 
other source of restrictions? 

Dr. KNIPLING. Mr. Farr, there are some statutory limitations, 
and we are actually, as a part of our renewed master planning, 
looking at those additional authorities that we need. We are look-
ing at enhancing the public-private partnerships, and maybe even 
work toward a new funding model for the arboretum. We share 
your concern about the long-term. 

[The information follows:] 
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NATIONAL ARBORETUM STRATEGIC PLAN

Mr. FARR. Every year I have been on this committee, the Con-
gress has had to kick the Department on these issues, and it just 
seems to me, this is where I question whether the leadership, 
whether it is appropriate to be an ARS mission. I don’t think that 
you are providing the leadership, the passion, where you have got 
a lot of outsiders who are willing to help, including the arboretum, 
the Friends of the Arboretum. They have a party there every year, 
Congress Members turn out. We are just appalled at sort of we 
have this treasure, and we are not treating it very well. That is 
why, if you have all these ideas, why is it taking so long to come 
to us and tell us what we need to do? Because the leadership is 
lacking, I will tell you, it is appalling that it is lacking. If you don’t 
want to do it and do it in a way that is responsible, then find an-
other Federal agency that will take it up and put it in their budget 
and fight for it. 

Dr. KNIPLING. We are very much exploring these mechanisms. 
The arboretum is really a two-pronged program. It has got a public 
face, a garden. It is also a research site. We have strong develop-
ment of improved nursery types, genetic resources, and so forth. 
We have found, under budget constraints, that the—in terms of re-
search priorities, the public garden aspects of things have not risen 
to a high priority under the budget planning we have been having 
to do. So we would welcome this committee’s help in helping us 
evolve these plans. 

Mr. FARR. We cannot help you unless you want to help yourself, 
and that is the point. Where is the passion coming to this com-
mittee and saying, this thing is a national treasure, it has got a 
lot of private sector and nonprofit support, and we need you to help 
us. We were talking about matching grants here and how you can 
leverage, and yet there is no discussion coming back to us and tell-
ing us how to leverage the arboretum. 

Come on, take some responsibility and let’s make this a national 
asset that the rest of us appreciate that it is. I look forward to 
some passion in your ask for Congress of how to better manage it. 

Dr. WOTEKI. Mr. Farr, we would be happy to sit down with you 
and go through our plans for the arboretum. 

Mr. FARR. I think the whole committee would like to hear them, 
but I will be glad to hear them as well. 

Dr. WOTEKI. And the whole committee as well. 
Mr. KINGSTON. And we would be interested if you have, again, 

sort of a five-point plan or whatever it is, we need to know what 
you are up to. 

[The information from USDA follows:] 
The U.S. National Arboretum (USNA) is currently developing a new Strategic 

Plan. The Strategic Planning Committee consists of USNA employees, Agricultural 
Research Service’s National Program Staff, Directors and Curators from other Arbo-
reta and Botanical Gardens, and key representatives from several stakeholders. The 
Committee will take into account responses from a survey conducted by the Univer-
sity of Delaware of 2,600 Arboretum stakeholders. USNA has also assembled a na-
tional program peer review panel to assist with the writing process. 

The plan will address the issue of promoting and ensuring that the public under-
stands and appreciates the relevance of the U.S. National Arboretum to stake-
holders and the public. The plan will also include strategies to develop and commu-
nicate the ‘national’ aspect of the USNA’s mission and strategic direction. Several 
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objectives and strategies to enhance the visitor experience of the USNA will be ad-
dressed in the plan, including those that help improve amenities, public access, and 
visitor services on the grounds; suggestions on ways to enhance the public display 
garden experience; as well as to build on the best practices of other similar premier 
institutions to design a dynamic and appealing menu of visitor offerings. The goals 
to increase the public and stakeholders’ awareness and engagement with the USNA 
and its services and strategies to ensure the long-term sustainability of the USNA 
are also included in the draft plan. The plan will be released to the public in draft 
form by July 1, 2012 and will be open for public comment for 60–90 days before 
being finalized. 

INTRODUCTION OF CANADIAN SENATORS

If I could suspend the hearing just briefly, we have been joined 
by two very distinguished guests here, and we are very glad to 
have with us two Canadian Senators from the Liberal Party. Mr. 
Terry Mercer is here who actually represents the Nova Scotia area, 
and he is the chairman of the Liberal Caucus in the Canadian Sen-
ate. And we have Senator Frank Mahovlich who—I am not sure 
where your area is that you represent. 

Mr. MAHOVLICH. Ontario. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Ontario. But a very distinguished hockey player, 

and you will be glad to know we have a hockey team here in Con-
gress that recently defeated the police or the lobbyists. I cannot re-
member who they beat, but it was a very important thing. But I 
noticed that you have a very long and distinguished career, both 
of you, and we are glad to have you with us. 

Mr. MERCER. Thank you. 
Mr. MAHOVLICH. Thank you. 

ROLE OF ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE

Mr. KINGSTON. With that, I have a couple of questions that I 
wanted to start with you, Dr. Bohman. This is a frustration of our 
committee that often when we ask USDA questions, that some-
times some of the agencies just have neutrality; other times they 
say, no, you need to do this, you need to do that. Now, Economic 
Research Service, among other things, do you not evaluate Farm 
Bill programs? 

Dr. BOHMAN. Thank you, Mr. Kingston. The Economic Research 
Service provides analysis of the agricultural sector and policy op-
tions, but we don’t do program evaluation per se so that we 
would—that is left to the agencies that administer the programs. 
However, we often work with them in looking at specific provisions, 
when invited. For example, we work with the Farm Service Agency 
to do research on the implications of not paying payments on farms 
with less than 10 base acres, or looking at planting flexibilities re-
lated to specialty crops. 

Mr. KINGSTON. So you don’t do, say, macro-programs on how ef-
fective the cotton program is or the peanut program? 

Dr. BOHMAN. No. The program evaluations response for the—— 
Mr. KINGSTON. But you would do more minor, kind of trouble-

shooting-type studies, like you are saying, making payments to 
farms of less than 10 acres? 

Dr. BOHMAN. We look at issues that are emerging and important 
on the development of new policies, and then we are often invited 
to participate in studies, given our expertise. 
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Mr. KINGSTON. Well, what this committee would be interested in 
is where do you get the most bang for the buck and where is it 
wasted? Where are we squandering energy and personnel, and do 
you have such a list of the really good programs or the really poor 
programs? Not necessarily the big program, but, you know, the 
smaller stuff that you are talking about. 

Dr. BOHMAN. The role of the Economic Research Service is to 
provide frameworks, information that can be used to analyze the 
farm sector, its efficiency and production, new areas of technology, 
the changing structure of farms and how this relates to govern-
ment programs, but we don’t rank programs that exist. We believe 
that the information we provide can do this, and one of the things 
that we focus on in developing our programs is maintaining a 
strong core of information on the farm sector, working in collabora-
tion with NASS, that can be used to look at a multitude of issues. 

Mr. KINGSTON. So you don’t know of any source that we could go 
to to find the answer to my question? 

Dr. BOHMAN. Find a ranked list, no. 
Mr. KINGSTON. You could do that if we instructed you to do that, 

though, correct? I mean, it would be—if we wanted to instruct an 
agency to do it, it would be you, or would there be somebody else 
within USDA who would be better to do that? Because I think all 
of us would like to know, well, what programs have outlived their 
usefulness and which ones are great, because everybody who comes 
to see our office as appropriators say, ‘‘You know, for every dollar 
you invest, you get a $33 return.’’ And if that was the case we 
would just be swimming in surplus. But I am talking about every-
body. It does not matter what your program is. 

Dr. BOHMAN. I think that would be a question to ask the Sec-
retary, and he could—we would be glad to be part of that. One 
challenge that comes up in program evaluation is what are your ob-
jectives and criteria. And we find in the ag sector it is a very di-
verse country in agriculture, that stakeholders have different cri-
teria. There can be focus on the income support objectives, could 
be focus on the diversity of the sector and support for socially dis-
advantaged farms, there can be priorities around conservation. And 
our work has tried to look at the intersection of these priorities and 
where you get the biggest bang for the buck in terms of the types 
of programs that would meet different objectives. 

Mr. BISHOP. Will the chairman yield? 
Mr. KINGSTON. Yes, but if you have that information, that would 

come close to being useful to us because I understand, hey, this 
program is not a great investment, but it does have another advan-
tage. Yes, sir? 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, in the past I know that a number 
of the farm programs, going into Farm Bill years, have been evalu-
ated by CRS, and they have done extensive research and studies 
and analysis on the effectiveness of various of the programs that 
are funded through the Farm Bill. And over the years, CRS was 
helpful with that. I would imagine also that the Inspector General 
could also shed some light on some of it, but overall I have seen 
a study particularly on, for example, the peanut program, three 
Farm Bills ago, where they laid out the pros and the cons, and they 
did a very extensive analysis. But given the fiscal circumstances 
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that we are under now, the CRS would only do it on the request 
of the subcommittee. 

Dr. BOHMAN. If I could just add to Mr. Bishop’s comment that 
ERS research is used by these other groups. If you pick up a CRS 
report that looks at a specific farm program, you will often find 
that they draw heavily on ERS research. They have a recent report 
looking at programs that support local foods which cites and quotes 
from several of our studies that we have put out. And this is some-
thing that for ERS we want to be useful to the different types of 
groups that have various objectives, and they all turn to our anal-
ysis and programs, and they use it in their own ranking that are 
based on their goals and objectives for the farm policy and farm 
sector.

Mr. KINGSTON. All right, thank you. I am out of time. Mr. Farr. 

USDA RESEARCH

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I know it is com-
ing to an end. I also want to welcome our Canadian visitors. This 
is the Agricultural Appropriations Committee. The Department of 
Agriculture has seven divisions. This is one. This is the research, 
mostly the research division. It is a budget of about $2.6 billion. So 
we are going through it, and with your background, Senator Mer-
cer, with the Toronto branch of the Diabetes Association and your 
work in the Lung and Kidney Foundations, we always think that 
agriculture is the first responder to health care, if we could get peo-
ple in this country to eat right and exercise as well as your col-
league did, Mr. Mahovlich, we would be a much healthier Nation 
and we would not have to spend so much on health care. So this 
hearing is to look at how we are spending our research dollars and 
how we can get the best bang for our buck. So we welcome you to 
this as well, and it is always a pleasure to see a conservative chair-
man welcome the chair of the liberal faction. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I just want to know if they are for the Keystone 
pipeline or not. 

Mr. MERCER. We will talk. 
Mr. FARR. I would just like to comment that you have a lot of 

wonderful responsibilities and exciting ones, and as I indicated in 
my opening remarks, that research is really the forefront of the fu-
ture. I just think you could do a better job of explaining the value 
of it. I mean, this return that Mr. Kingston talked about, it is 
amazing that in your testimony, you claim that we have for every 
dollar invested, we get a $20 return. We need to explain that bet-
ter.

We also need to be more passionate about the things you are 
doing and the breakthroughs that you are making, and when you 
are managing essentially a park like the arboretum, let’s have the 
passion that the Yosemites and Grand Canyons have for it. This 
committee would be very supportive if we could hear some of that. 
So I appreciate this hearing today and look forward to working 
with you. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Bishop. 
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CLOSURE OF ARS FACILITIES

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. Let me turn to a little bit dif-
ferent subject area, to Dr. Knipling, to say that there is concern 
about the ARS facilities being closed, and the folks that are being 
impacted by those decisions is an understatement, but I would like 
to focus attention on an equally important concern, which is the 
need for adequate funding to maintain the more than 90 remaining 
ARS facilities around the country and around the world, to main-
tain them in good working condition. 

The work that the scientists at these facilities do is critical, and 
while you have increased your request for repair and maintenance 
of the ARS labs and facilities by $3 million, those of us who have 
ARS facilities in our districts know that that amount alone will not 
solve the challenges. 

So can you talk about the process that is used to identify which 
of the labs are being closed, if the employees at a lab have brought 
in funds through grants from other agencies? How, to what extent 
does that get considered in your decision? Also, what work has the 
Department done to build public and private partnerships that will 
help with the cost of maintaining the facilities where you may be 
faced with a decision to close a particular facility? 

Dr. KNIPLING. Well, let me acknowledge that the closures, labora-
tory closures that we are dealing with this year, and one of which 
is in your State, Watkinsville, Georgia, in part were based upon a 
criterion of facility condition. But there are many other criteria 
that drive that, more research priority. 

With regard to the facility investments themselves, the infra-
structure, sustaining, maintaining that, we spoke earlier before you 
arrived about a study we have been doing for the past year. And 
we will soon be submitting a formal report to this committee on a 
capital investment strategy, and we very much appreciate this com-
mittee requesting that report because it gives us an opportunity to 
really express the importance of our facilities and infrastructure to 
sustain the important work we do, but also the very important 
point that we need to continually invest in these facilities to main-
tain that capacity. 

The life cycle of a research facility, or any structure for that mat-
ter, is probably 35 to 40 years, and they have to be not only main-
tained in terms of repair and maintenance sense all along the way, 
but they need to be recapitalized after that period of time. So this 
strategy report does outline the criteria, the principles, the process, 
that we are going to invest in future facilities and for maintaining 
them and sustaining them. 

Mr. BISHOP. So that deals—and I appreciate that answer—with 
the physical facilities. What about the value of the research that 
is being conducted there? I guess you make the decision based upon 
the age of the facility and the useful life of the building. 

I think in the case of Watkinsville, the University of Georgia, I 
think, has taken over that facility. Will they have resources from 
ARS to continue the work that is being done there? While it will 
not be an ARS building, but will they be conducting—would you 
have your people conducting research in a building that is maybe 
owned by the University of Georgia? 
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Dr. KNIPLING. In regard to your second question, there—no, 
there is no precommitment that USDA will support the University 
of Georgia or whatever institution takes over that property. We are 
going through a process right now where the University of Georgia 
has made application and expressed their interest in assuming the 
ownership of the property. That is not a complete agreement yet, 
and we have to go through many steps, but that is one possible 
outcome. But once we transfer that to a new ownership, there is 
no commitment from USDA to either operate the facility or support 
the program that might be carried out in it. 

Mr. BISHOP. But it would work your—work with your fiscal aus-
terity, I guess. You would save money by utilizing, by divesting 
yourself of the property; but obviously you felt that the research 
that was going on there was valuable at some point. But could you 
reevaluate that and possibly get funding through maybe some pro-
grammatic support of some sort? 

Dr. KNIPLING. Yes, that is always a possibility, and that brings 
in other principles and criteria for decision making other than the 
facility per se. It would be more of a programmatic research pri-
ority, what is the most cost-effective way to get the research done. 

Mr. BISHOP. But your decision was based primarily on the age 
of the facilities? 

Dr. KNIPLING. That was one criterion, but not the major or the 
only criterion for closing laboratories. It is probably more driven by 
research priorities and the need to invest those resources else-
where.

RENEWABLE ENERGY RESEARCH

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, staying on that vein in terms of the Univer-
sity of Georgia, I know that they are part of—I think it is a seven- 
university collaborative on complex carbohydrate research, and re-
cently the USDA actually highlighted some of their plant cell re-
search, and the article said, and I quote, ‘‘This discovery gives re-
searchers a key to understanding plant development and could lead 
to improvements in the methods used to break down carbohydrate 
structures into fermentable sugars used to produce biofuels.’’ 

Now, it sounds to me like they are saying this is a good dis-
covery, but a long way to the gas pump. However, the USDA has 
also recently awarded two grants or two loans, $232 million for 
ZeaChem Boardman biorefinery in Boardman, Oregon, and then a 
$25 million loan guarantee to Fiberight in Blairstown, Iowa. And 
it seems to me that those loans are getting ahead of the game in 
terms of where we are with the science. Is that—am I wrong on 
that?

Dr. WOTEKI. Mr. Chairman, I am not familiar with these par-
ticular loan guarantees. They would have come, I believe, through 
our Rural Development agency and program. The Under Secretary 
for Rural Development, Dallas Tonsager, and myself do participate 
with the Department of Energy in all of the BRDI-related activi-
ties, the Biomass Research and Development Initiative, and I 
would like to look into this. 

Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. I can answer a question about the science 
piece.

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes. 
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Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. I could actually speak loudly if you would 
just like me to. I will tell you that there is a lot of ongoing research 
on how to break down carbohydrates, and we can always be more 
efficient about how we go about it, because we want to bring the 
price of the resulting fuel down, so I would say we will continue 
to do research on carbohydrate chemistry. So the two parts, they 
might be using a different conversion process, but the basic funda-
mental understanding of carbohydrate science is ongoing, and so 
we still have processes that are underway that have a lot of inter-
ference, and so it is not as efficient as it could be, and so we need 
to better understand the fundamentals. 

Mr. KINGSTON. But would you have sat on this loan review pro-
gram the way you do at the Department of Energy? 

Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. No. 
Mr. KINGSTON. So this was done separately. I think that is what 

our concern was, if the science is not ready, this is a lot of money 
to be guaranteeing. 

FOOD SAFETY/GENETICALLY MODIFIED ORGANISMS (GMO)

Let me ask you another question, sort of going full circle back to 
the original questions that Mr. Farr and I had. You are familiar 
with this corn borer worm which, as I understand it, there was a 
bacteria that attacked this worm, the worm would get into the 
roots of corn, and so using genomics, we isolated the bacteria that 
killed the worm and then injected it into the seed of the corn, and 
now is it called BT corn? 

Dr. WOTEKI. Yes. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Okay, so now we have BT corn, which is corn 

borer-resistant, and that is an example of the great science that is 
out there in terms of higher production, less pesticides, less fer-
tilizer and things like that, and that is genetically engineered corn. 

Dr. WOTEKI. Right. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Is this safe? Is some of the—and I don’t want to 

call it—dismiss it as hysteria; but some of the suspicion of it that 
has prompted the labeling referendum in California, is that over-
blown concern? Is the science sound and safe in terms of the prod-
uct?

Dr. WOTEKI. Yeah, in terms of this particular product, the BT 
stands for bacillus neurogenesis which is a toxin. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me interrupt you a little bit. Not so much as 
that in particular, but I am talking about the whole field. 

Dr. WOTEKI. Generically? 
Mr. KINGSTON. Just using that as something, as an example of 

something very positive that came out of a lab, which people should 
understand the importance of this in terms of the world’s food sup-
ply.

Dr. WOTEKI. So speaking generically about the experience that 
we have had with genetically engineered crops, that experience is 
now over a period of 20 years. We have seen new varieties of dis-
ease-resistant, pest-resistant crops that have been produced as a 
result of genetic engineering, and all of those products are safe for 
human consumption. 

Mr. KINGSTON. And are you satisfied that before anything goes 
to market, that the science is sound, and the food safety has been 
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reviewed by you guys, FDA, or whomever else in the chain, to 
make sure that American consumers or anybody else who is eating 
the food is going to be safe? 

Dr. WOTEKI. Well, the regulatory process that the U.S. has had 
in place now for several decades for genetically engineered food 
products, has focused on whether the end product, how similar, or 
different that is, from the conventionally grown product, and that 
has been the basic premise of the regulatory decisions about intro-
ducing them from the human safety perspective. 

The Department also has responsibilities through the Animal 
and Plant Health Inspection Service for approvals of varieties, as 
does EPA when there are pesticidal aspects of the engineered—ge-
netically engineered crop. So among those three regulatory agen-
cies, they are looking at the safety as far as the human consump-
tion goes, as well as the safety of the introduction of these geneti-
cally engineered crops into the environment, and we have a good 
track record. 

Mr. KINGSTON. All right, I am out of time. Mr. Farr or Mr. 
Bishop.

Mr. KINGSTON. I think it might be Mr. Bishop. 
Mrs. EMERSON. I haven’t asked a question at all. 
Mr. FARR. I just want to follow up and say that I think, as we 

said in the early—with California’s initiative we are going to have 
to be much more up front in leadership on the pros and cons of 
this, of whether we need to label it. You know, European markets 
are requiring it, other places are requiring it. I don’t know what 
Canada does with GMOs, but it is a big political issue, and we need 
the education to make smart choices. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Bishop. 

1890 LAND GRANT INSTITUTIONS

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. Let me bring my attention to the 1890 
land grant institutions and their ability to access funding in-
creases. Since 2008, the 1890 land grant institutions have been eli-
gible for competitive grant programs that were funded under the 
Smith Lever treaty, including Children, Youth, and Families At 
Risk program, the AgrAbility, the Youth Farm Safety Education 
and Certification program, and the Extension program. 

We are now 4 years later. Are the 1890 institutions competing 
successfully, and are they now receiving funds through these pro-
grams? That is the first part of the question. 

And the second part is, you know, while I support increased 
funding for the agricultural research, I am concerned that the con-
sequences of your proposal to increase funding for AFRI, which are 
generally extremely broader eligibility requirements and it tends to 
make larger grants. By eliminating a funding for the integrated 
programs like water quality, which have more limited eligibility 
and tend to make smaller grants, whether or not that will in effect 
reduce the ability of the 1890 institutions to access increased fund-
ing?

Can you kind of talk about whether or not that is a concern that 
you have heard from stakeholders and how, if you have, you plan 
to deal with it? 
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Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. Thank you for the question, Congressman 
Bishop. So our relationship with the 1890s, especially the 1890 
land grant institutions is a strong one, and we have been working 
tremendously with outreach to the 1890 community. I am a mem-
ber of the 1890 task force, which is a task force that has been cre-
ated by the Secretary to partner with the presidents of 1890 insti-
tutions. And we are in continued conversations about how to im-
prove the participation in the competitive program. 

And so one of the things that I work myself personally to commu-
nicate is the competitive advantage that our minority-serving insti-
tutions have in the competitive program. We have 10 percent set 
aside, specifically for minority-serving institutions, and while we 
have—there is a success rate of AFRI of 20 percent, you know, on 
a good day. So there is a lot of effort that goes into the 80 percent 
of the proposals that don’t get funded. 

But what we understand is that if we have more proposals from 
minority-serving institutions, we have a better opportunity of fund-
ing them. 

I like to say that in my time as the national program leader, 10 
years ago working with Fort Valley State University with the bio-
energy program, and then here last year, they came—they ranked 
high in the programs, it wasn’t a set-aside, and they have a multi-
million-dollar coordinated agricultural project on bioenergy. 

Mr. BISHOP. And we appreciate that too. 
Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. But that is what outreach can do when you 

start working with the communities and really building that trust 
factor.

Mr. BISHOP. I guess what I was getting at was—AFRI, of course, 
with the broad eligibility and the tendency for larger grants, may 
lend itself to a larger institution as opposed to the more limited eli-
gibility in the smaller grants. And I was wondering if—— 

Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. Yeah, Fort Valley probably blew that hypoth-
esis.

Mr. BISHOP. Fort Valley is just one of the 1890s. 
Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. Yes. 
Mr. BISHOP. And we hear from all of them regularly that they 

just don’t have the support for capacity-building that they would 
like to be able to get from the Department. 

And so what we are trying to do is we want to enlist your help 
with real capacity building, which would be long-term, because the 
traditional land grant colleges and universities have always domi-
nated and have gotten, you know, for hundreds of years, the mas-
sive funding; whereas, 1890s have sort of been the stepchildren and 
we are trying to equalize that. 

Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. And I also want to say Southern University 
is a collaborator on the $40 million bioenergy project, and so we are 
seeing some trend. The trajectory is going in the right direction. 
The slope is not where we want it, so we do have much more work 
to do. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Ms. Emerson. 
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POLICY CENTERS

Mrs. EMERSON. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. I apologize for being late. 
I had to run my own subcommittee hearing today so I was racing 
to get here. I have got one question. I think probably to Secretary— 
to the Secretary. The recent award of funds under the policy cen-
ters authorization, which the subcommittee funded for the first 
time last year for $44 million, I believe. As you may know, there 
are a handful of policy centers that have traditionally worked on 
behalf of the Congress to provide analysis, farm programs, changes 
in agricultural policy, et cetera, and these would be FAPRI, 
RUPRI, Agriculture Food and Policy Center. And so anyway when 
they made their applications, they got kicked back for lacking nov-
elty, not being innovative enough. But you know, the real reason 
these organizations exist is to provide some outside assistance, 
independent thinking for us in Congress as we write farm bills, 
and so I believe it was very shortsighted of the Department to not 
take that into consideration. 

But with that being said, I guess my question is, should there 
be additional guidance from us, that we suggest to you that we 
need it for congressional purposes as opposed to you all making 
that decision for us? 

Dr. WOTEKI. As you know, the history on this is that the policy 
centers, RUPRI, FAPRI, were supported by earmarks which were 
eliminated in 2011 during the appropriations process. The competi-
tive grants program under which this new decision was made for 
funding five policy centers was based on that program being put 
within our competitive grants program. So the decisions about 
which proposals were funded were based on the merits of them as 
determined by a committee of peer reviewers. 

So there are five policy centers that the peer panel had rec-
ommended for funding, and through NIFA, they have just recently 
announced which of the proposals will be funded. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Right, I understand that, but I also understand 
the fact that—I don’t know if the application process was mis-
leading or what, but I know that these organizations, you know, 
did say as part of their pitch, if you will, that they have tradition-
ally assisted the Congress, which was a detriment in the competi-
tive process. And I believe if you could describe to me the organiza-
tions which did receive these competitive grants, I don’t believe 
that any of them necessarily would be in a position to help Con-
gress by having an independent outside organization do analysis as 
we try to write a farm bill. 

Dr. WOTEKI. Well, I can provide for you the list of the awardees 
that has been made public. Oregon State University, in partnership 
with U.C.-Davis; the University of Nebraska at Lincoln; Iowa State 
University, which was one of the preexisting earmarked policy cen-
ters, did have a successful proposal; Penn State University; and 
University of Minnesota. 

POLICY RESEARCH CENTERS PROJECT SUMMARIES

Mrs. EMERSON. And could you tell me what it is that they pro-
posed doing? I mean, the institutions are all wonderful institutions. 
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That is not the point. The point is what analysis, or what pro-
grammatic work do they do? 

Dr. WOTEKI. And I think we can provide that for the record. 
Mrs. EMERSON. All right, I would appreciate that. Thank you. I 

am done. 
[The information from USDA follows:] 



112



113



114



115

Mr. KINGSTON. The gentleman seeks time. The pressure is on 
you.

HISPANIC SERVING AGRICULTURAL COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you, thank you very much. Again, going back 
to this again, the Hispanic Serving Agricultural Colleges and Uni-
versities endowment, again NIFA, your request for $10 million to 
establish an endowment for the Hispanic serving agricultural col-
leges and universities, the HSACUs, doesn’t appear to be adequate. 
The interest on that would likely be between $1 million, and $2 
million per year, and the first group of colleges that NIFA certified 
as Hispanic Serving Agricultural Colleges and Universities in-
cluded 52 institutions. 

When we created the program as a part of the 2008 farm bill, 
the idea was that we were modeling it after the Tribal Colleges En-
dowment Program, but there are only 32 tribal colleges. And their 
interest was at a similar level. Payments to the schools were be-
tween $30,000, and $160,000. 

Did you consider changing the way that you defined the Hispanic 
Serving Agricultural Colleges and Universities in order to reduce 
the number of eligible colleges, thereby increasing size of the inter-
est payments each school would receive, and how will the interest 
rate, the interest payment of $30,000 and $60,000, really advance 
the goals of one of these colleges in a meaningful way? It just 
seems like it is inadequate. 

Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. Yes. So you know, we entered this informa-
tion into the Federal Register last year, and then we were accept-
ing comments up until August 11th of 2011, and the proposed rule 
identified 57 proposed HACUs. So we have since heard from the 
community that that is a large number, and we need to be a little 
bit more stringent about the criteria for how we identify these in-
stitutions.

This one has to be done on an annual basis because of the evo-
lution of institutions that are moving in and out of the demo-
graphic. So you know, this has been a very large undertaking. And 
so, yes. You know, we also wonder with 57 institutions identified 
according to the criteria, do we need to do a reassessment of how 
we have gone about this, and then it will require some review be-
fore the next annual review. 

Mr. BISHOP. Meanwhile, what happens with the funding? 
Dr. JACOBS-YOUNG. Well, so this would not be the only oppor-

tunity for Hispanic-serving institutions. We go back to AFRI, which 
has a 10 percent set-aside. We look at our specialty crop research 
initiative, so what we—what we are trying to do with outreach to 
our minority-serving institutions, as well as others, is to not—to 
build a portfolio on opportunities and not depend on one program 
for their bread and butter. 

So what we can do, and what we are doing is reaching out to the 
Hispanic-serving institutions to make them aware of our other pro-
grams and, where possible, to provide outreach to build the bridges 
that are needed to help them increase their participation. 

Mr. BISHOP. And I do, I recognize that we are in a very tough 
fiscal environment, and we are really calling on you to do more 
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with less. But I was just wondering how much less that program 
would take to be effective—to render it ineffective? Thank you. 

Mr. KINGSTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. I have no further questions. 
Mr. KINGSTON. With that, this committee stands adjourned. 
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